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Thf Jl^*"/ ^l!r^^ ^-^ January 2004 FAILS TO PLACE THIS APPLICATION IN CONDITION FOR ALLOWANCE 

PERIOD FOR REPLY [check either a) or b)] 
a) ^ The period for reply expires 3_months from the mailing date of the final rejection. 

ln7Jn^V°' '^"'^ ^^T' ? ^ ^^'""^ "^^^^ °^ °' (2) the date set forth in the final rejection, whichever is later In 

ON? Y ?HFrTS^''i'^^^^^ '"'^'^ ""P''"" ^'^ f^ONTHS from the mailing date of the inal rejection. 

706^7(f) ^ ^^"^^^ ""'^^^ ^'^^'^ ™° '^^N™® THE FINAL REJECTION. See MPEP 

fc. h^,? """^^ ^ "^^^ °" ^f^ich the petition under 37 CFR 1 .1 36(8) and the appropriate extension 

tl nnnl .7 rPP . or purposes of determining the period of extension and the corresponding amount of the fee The appZ iafer^^^^^^^^ 

f rt? l^^* " -f °f statutory peL for reply originally set in he final OffiS aS^? 

flT fif H * i ''P'y '^^'"^^ '^^^r ^^3" three months after the mailing date of the finll retSion evj^jf ' 

fimeiy filed, may reduce any earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). rejectton, even it 

1 A Notice of Appeal was filed on 07 November 2003. Appellant's Brief must be filed within the period set forth in 
37 CFR 1.192(a), or any extension thereof (37 CFR 1.191(d)), to avoid dismissal of the appeal. 

2. El The proposed amendment(s) will not be entered because: 

(a) ^ they raise new issues that would require further consideration and/or search (see NOTE below); 

(b) □ they raise the issue of new matter (see Note below); 

(c) □ they are not deemed to place the application in better form for appeal by materially reducing or simpiifvinq the 

issues for appeal; and/or m j' a 

(d) □ they present additional claims without canceling a corresponding number of finally rejected claims. 

NOTE: See Continuation Sheet . 

3. n Applicant's reply has overcome the following rejection(s): . 

4. n Newly proposed or amended claim(s) would be allowable if submitted in a separate, timely filed amendment 

canceling the non-allowable claim(s), 



5.1 



The a)n affidavit, b)^ exhibit, or c)M request for reconsideration has been considered but does NOT place the 
application in condition for allowance because: See Continuation Shf^f^f ^ 

6.n The affidavit or exhibit will NOT be considered because it is not directed SOLELY to issues which were newlv 
raised by the Examiner in the final rejection. 

For purposes of Appeal, the proposed amendment(s) aM will not be entered or b)n will be entered and an 
explanation of how the new or amended claims would be rejected is provided below or appended. 
The status of the claim (s) is (or will be) as follows: 

Claim(s) allowed: . 

Claim(s) objected to: . 

Claim (s) rejected: 34-38.41-43.46-50.53-65.68-70 and 73-77 . 
Claim (s) withdrawn from consideration: 39.40.44.45.51. 52.66.67.71J2.78 and 79 . 
Q.U The drawing correction filed on is a)^ approved or b)^ disapproved by the Examiner. 

9. n Note the attached Information Disclosure Statement(s)( PTO-1449) Paper No(s). . 

10. n Other: 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Offic 
PTOL-303 (Rev. 11-03) 



Advisory Action 



Part of Paper No. 20040108 



Confinuation Sheet (PTOL-303) 



Application No. 009/330,417 



Continuation of 2. NOTE: Continuation of 2. NOTE; The proposed amendment introduces the limitations of claim 36 into claim 34 this if 
entered, would have changed the scope of claims 36, 37, 38, 41-43, 56-50, 53-61 . If amendment to claim 62 is entered, such amendmen 
would have changed the scope of claims 64, 65, 68-70. Since the independent claims in Examiner's opinion are not placed in condition fo 
allowance by the proposed amendment, therefore, if entered, such amendment would require new consideration of at least all dependent 
claims. It is further noted that amendment after final rejection fails to comply with 37CFR 1.121. the listing of all claims must include the 
text of all claims including withdrawn claims, claim 34 has not been provided with the proper status identifier, and as such the individual 
status of each claim cannot be identified. . 



Continuation of 5. does NOT place the application in condition for allowance because: Applicants argument is entirely based on the 
proposed amendment that has not been entered. With regard to Applicants' arguments that there is no motivation to combine Sato and 
Clodgo in rejection of claim 36, it is Examiner's position that Sato motivates the skilled artisan to add different ingredients to his silicon 
containing a nti reflective coating composition in order to facilitate the use of his composition and improve its properties for example 
adhesion (col.27, lines 52-63). 

It is further noted that silsesquioxane resins are conventionally utilized in semiconductor processing for obtaining thermally stable and 
crack resistant films with improved adhesion properties, which is recited in Clodgo, col. 2. lines 15-18., col.5, lines 1-9. Therefore, the 
skilled artisan, motivated by disclosure of Sato and teaching of US'530, would have found it obvious to introduce the silsesquioxane of 
Clodgo into the organosllicon a nti reflective coating in order to improve its adhesion while forming the semiconductor structure of Sato and 
thus to arrive at the limitations as Instantly claimed. Applicants further argue that the proposed amendment to introduce the limitations of 
claim 74 into claim 62 would put claim 62 in condition for allowance, because claim 74 has not been rejected over BP 0501 1 78. This is no 
persuasive, because both claims 62 and claim 74 have been rejected as being anticipated over Sato. 
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